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DETAILED ACTION 
Specification 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 
Page 65, "tools area 432" should be "tools area 482" Figure 23. 
Item 664 on Figure 32 should be identified in the specification. 
Item 764 on Figure 36 should be identified in the specification. 
Figure 39 on page 84 should be Figure 37 (referencing Item 770). 
Figure 38 should be referenced in the specification on page 84. 
Item 800 on Figure 40 should be identified in the specification. 
Item 807 on Figure 42 should be identified in the specification. 
Item 824 on Figure 43 should be identified in the specification. 
Appropriate correction is required. 



Drawings 

The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(5) 
because they do not include the following reference sign(s) mentioned in the 
description: 

Display Window Item 172 should be shown on the drawings. 
Drop-Down Dialog Box Item 188 should be shown on the drawings. 
Step labeled as 508 on Figure 25 should be labeled as 512. 
Block 546 on Figure 27A should be 550 per specification. 
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Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in 
reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended 
replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate 
prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. Each drawing sheet 
submitted after the filing date of an application must be labeled in the top margin as 
either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the 
changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of 
any required corrective action in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings 
will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 

USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 

obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 
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Claims 1-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
"Opportunity Knocks" by Mary Ann Burns in Futures Industry Magazine April/May 2000 
(further referred to as Burns), and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,924,083 to 
Silverman et al. (further referred to as Silverman). 

Regarding claim 1, Burns discloses a system for facilitating derivative trading 
between a client and a plurality of potential dealers (page 4, lines 1-4; page 5, lines 20- 
22), comprising: 

A communications network operationally interconnecting the client and the 
plurality of potential dealers (page 4, lines 1-4 and lines 26-28); 

A dealer selection interface, through which the client can select at least one 
dealer, of the plurality of potential dealers, with whom the client wishes to propose a 
trade of a client-identified derivative product (page 4, lines 26-28 and lines 33-35; page 
5, lines 20-22); 

A credit preference module associated with the client (page 6, lines 29-31); and 
A request for price interface through which the at least one of the plurality of 
dealers can reply to the trade proposal to facilitate the proposed trade (page 4, lines 26- 
28 and lines 33-35; page 5, lines 20-22). 

Burns does not disclose wherein the credit preference module indicates the trade 
eligibility of the client for the derivative product, and wherein the trade eligibility of the 
client is viewable by at least one dealer of the plurality of dealers. However, Silver man 
discloses wherein the credit preference module indicates the trade eligibility of the client 
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for the derivative product, and wherein the trade eligibility of the client is viewable by at 
least one dealer of the plurality of dealers (column 2, lines 39-46 and lines 58-62; 
column 3, lines 4-7; column 4, lines 57-58; column 5, lines 13-18 and lines 34-37; 
column 6, lines 15-46 and lines 62-65; column 9, lines 1-6; column 11, lines 5-23 and 
lines 45-60). It would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the 
viewability of trade eligibility as disclosed by Silverman with the derivative trading 
system as disclosed by Burns. The motivation would be to create an efficient trading 
system in which the e-commerce environment in which counterparty analysis for risk 
reduction was performed would be used to generate an understanding of those 
participants with which business should be conducted, and to view the results of that 
study for making decisions regarding with whom it would be advisable to conduct 
business with. 

Regarding claim 2, Burns discloses the system wherein the request for price 
interface facilitates the presentation of a counteroffer trade, associated with the client- 
identified derivative, from the at least one of the plurality of dealers (page 4, lines 26-28 
and lines 33-35; page 5, lines 20-22). 

Regarding claim 3, Burns discloses the system wherein the request for price 
interface facilitates the communication of a plurality of counteroffer trades from the 
plurality of dealers, respectively, to the client (page 4, lines 26-28 and lines 33-35). 
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Regarding claim 4, Burns discloses the system wherein the credit preference 
module indicates the credit preferences of the client (page 6, lines 29-31). Burns does 
not disclose where the credit preference indicates the trade eligibility of the client. 
However, Silverman discloses where the credit preference indicates the trade eligibility 
of the client (page 2, lines 39-46 and lines 58-62; column 6, lines 15-46 and lines 62- 
65;.column 9, lines 1-6; column 1 1 , lines 5-23 and lines 45-60). It would be obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to combine stating trade eligibility as disclosed by 
Silverman with the derivative trading system as disclosed by Burns. The motivation 
would be to create an efficient trading system in which the e-commerce environment in 
which counterparty analysis for risk reduction was performed would be used to generate 
an understanding of those participants with which business should be conducted, and to 
view the results of that study for making decisions regarding with whom it would be 
advisable to conduct business with. 

Regarding claim 5, Burns discloses the system further including a settlement 
server through which a client and dealer can view details of a trade agreed upon by the 
client and the dealer (page 4, lines 1-4 and lines 26-28). The use of servers within a 
web-based e-commerce business-to-business marketplace is well known and as they 
facilitate online transaction, this would require that the server provide the details of the 
trade as negotiated. 
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Regarding claim 6, Burns discloses the system wherein the credit preference 
module indicates the credit preferences of the client (page 6, lines 29-31). Burns does 
not disclose where the credit preference indicates the trade eligibility of the client to 
negotiate with at least one of the plurality of dealers. However, Silverman discloses 
where the credit preference indicates the trade eligibility of the client to negotiate with at 
least one of the plurality of dealers (page 2, lines 39-46 and lines 58-62; column 6, lines 
15-46 and lines 62-65; column 9, lines 1-6; column 11, lines 5-23 and lines 45-60). It 
would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine stating trade eligibility of 
the client to negotiate with at least one of the plurality of dealers as disclosed by 
Silverman with the derivative trading system as disclosed by Burns. The motivation 
would be to create an efficient trading system in which the e-commerce environment in 
which counterparty analysis for risk reduction was performed would be used to generate 
an understanding of those participants with which business should be conducted, and to 
view the results of that study for making decisions regarding with whom it would be 
advisable to conduct business with. 

Regarding claim 7, Burns discloses the method for facilitating derivative trading 
between a client and a plurality of potential dealers, wherein the client is in 
communication with the plurality of dealers via a computer network (page 4, lines 1-4, 
lines 26-28 and lines 33-35), said method comprising the steps of: 



Application/Control Number: 09/879,372 Page 8 

Art Unit: 3628 

Receiving a request for price from the client, wherein the request for price is 
associated with a derivative, and wherein the client wishes to enter into a potential trade 
with at least one of a plurality of dealers (page 4, lines 33-35; page 5, lines 20-22); 

Performing a credit check (page 6, lines 29-31); 

Forwarding the request for price to the plurality of potential dealers via the 
computer network (page 4, lines 1-4 and lines 33-35); and 

Receiving an acknowledgment from at least one of the plurality of potential 
dealers that the dealer wishes to negotiate with the client (page 4, lines 26-28 and lines 
33-35). 

Burns does not disclose the method wherein the credit check is used to 
determine whether the client is eligible to enter into the potential trade. However, 
Silverman discloses the method wherein the credit check is used to determine whether 
the client is eligible to enter into the potential trade (page 2, lines 39-46 and lines 58-62; 
column 6, lines 15-46 and lines 62-65; column 9, lines 1-6; column 11, lines 5-23 and 
lines 45-60). It would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine stating 
trade eligibility of the client to negotiate with at least one of the plurality of dealers as 
disclosed by Silverman with the derivative trading system as disclosed by Burns. The 
motivation would be to create an efficient trading system in which the e-commerce 
environment in which counterparty analysis for risk reduction was performed would be 
used to generate an understanding of those participants with which business should be 
conducted, and to view the results of that study for making decisions regarding with 
whom it would be advisable to conduct business with. 
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Regarding claim 8, Burns discloses the method wherein the credit check is 
performed by at least one of the plurality of dealers (page 6, lines 29-32). 

Regarding claim 9, Burns discloses the method wherein the credit check is 
performed with respect to an execution module in communication with the client and the 
plurality of dealers via the computer network (page 6, lines 29-32; page 4, lines 1-4). 
Burns does not use the terminology execution module but in terms of a module which 
executes a method, Burns discloses fully automating a procurement process which is a 
module by which the process is executed, hence an execution module. 

Regarding claim 10, Burns discloses the method wherein receiving an 
acknowledgement from at least one of the plurality of potential dealers comprises 
receiving a counteroffer from at least one of the plurality of dealers (page 4, lines 26-28 
and lines 33-35). 

Regarding claim 11, Burns discloses the method further comprising negotiating 
at least one term of the potential trade prior to receiving an acknowledgement from at 
least one of the plurality of potential dealers that the dealer wishes to trade with the 
client (page 4, lines 26-28). 
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Regarding claim 12, Burns discloses the method wherein the at least one term 
includes at least one of the terms selected from the group consisting of price and 
quantity (page 4, lines 26-28). 

Regarding claim 13, Burns discloses the method wherein the client receives a 
plurality of counteroffer responses from the plurality of dealers, and wherein the client 
selects one counteroffer response (page 4, lines 26-28 and lines 33-35). 

Regarding claim 14, Burns does not disclose the method wherein the order data 
includes a proposed trade of a financial instrument, and wherein the financial instrument 
is defined by a symbology comprising a source field, a class field, a symbol field and a 
currency field distributing the order data to potential traders. However, it is old and well 
known to use symbology in association with securities and other instruments being 
traded and further that various markets use differing components and orderings of those 
components for identifying the instrument being traded. It would be obvious to make 
use of the symbols comprising a source field, a class field, a symbol field and a 
currency field to identify instruments to be traded (for example, see Symbol Help on 
http://www.marketcenter.com/search/svmhelp.isp ). The motivation would be that these 
are common elements and a common methodology for trade. 
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Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. U.S. Patent No. 5,794,207 to Walker et al. discloses a reverse 
auction operated on a network utilizing the Internet, which explains in detail the process 
of placing an order, accepting bids, generating counteroffers and counter bids, and 
agreeing on a final negotiated price with the generation of a purchase confirmation, in 
which multiple conditions can be specified, and for which credit checks are performed, 
and in which a controller can limit the sellers which are displayed based on being "most 
appropriate" for the order. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Jennifer 
Liversedge whose telephone number is 571-272-3167. The examiner can normally be 
reached on Monday - Friday, 8:30 - 5 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Sam Sough can be reached at 571-272-6799. The fax number for the 
organization where the application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov . Should 
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you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Jennifer Liversedge 

Examiner 

Art Unit 3628 




